Baires et al.
(1) critique two aspects of our study (2): (i) whether a large flood event "caused the collapse of the largest PreColumbian city north of Mexico," and (ii) the timing of one flood event (Flood Event V), which we reported to have a 95% confidence interval of A.D. 1100-1260. Instead, Baires et al. suggest Event V occurred during "several wetter periods during the late 13th to 15th centuries."
To the first point, our paper never attributes Cahokia's "collapse" to a single flood event. Instead, we show a temporal correspondence among midcontinental aridity, reduced megaflood frequency, and Cahokia's emergence. We discuss the potential effects of floods on prehistoric populations in the floodplain and conclude that extensive flooding could have temporarily or permanently transformed Cahokia's sociopolitical system. We note several independent lines of evidence that point to population decreases at Cahokia and the reorganization of its sociopolitical structure around A.D. 1200. We do not argue that Cahokia collapsed at this time, nor do we argue against community persistence after A.D. 1200. Therefore this first critique seems to be based on an oversimplified characterization of the arguments presented in our paper.
We disagree with the statement that "extensive excavations in the American Bottom have revealed no evidence of large-scale flood deposits," and note the flood deposits encountered in the Merrell Tract investigations (3) and other evidence of prehistoric flooding cited in ref. 2. Flood deposits may not preserve well in terrestrial archaeological contexts due to erosion, bioturbation, and pedogenesis, but are better preserved in lacustrine sedimentary records.
To the second point, we report the ages of all flood events as the mode and 95% confidence interval of the full probability distribution generated by our age models. The basis for Baires et al.'s assertion that A.D. 1200 is "a midpoint and not statistically meaningful" is unclear; the mode represents the age with the greatest probability of being the true age. Baires et al. correctly note small age reversals in the radiocarbon date sequence, but the uncertainty resulting from these reversals is included in our age estimates and is reduced by having two independent records. Some biasing by "old wood" is possible but unlikely to produce the 100-to 300-y offset proposed by Baires et al., especially given the correspondence of Flood Event I (A.D. 1780-1870) with the historically documented A.D. 1844 mega-flood described in ref. 2. In short, no evidence supports the assertion that Flood Event V occurred in the late 13th to 15th century. Flood Events I-V are observed at the same times at both of our sample locations, ruling out localized depositional events as their source.
Societal resilience to environmental variability is an important but sensitive topic, and we are grateful for the opportunity to clarify our study's findings. Cahokia's rise and decline was a protracted process that involved a concatenation of many factors, and our study presents evidence that shifts in the flood regime of the Mississippi River was one of these factors. Hydrological variability has been important in the histories of other riverine societies (4); we hope that our flood chronology for the central Mississippi River will aid archaeological investigations of Cahokia and the American Bottom. 
